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The Canadian ‘Model Forest’ Approach: A way forward for Tasmania? 
Matthew Gray and John A.J. Wolfenden 
Centre for Ecological Economics and Water Policy Research, 
University of New England, Armidale NSW 2351 Australia 
Forest policy and forestry management in Tasmania have undergone a number 
of changes in the last thirty years, many explicitly aimed at improving industry 
sustainability, job security, and forest biodiversity conservation.  Yet forestry 
remains a contentious issue in Tasmania, due to a number of interacting 
factors, most significant of which is the prevalence of a ‘command and control’ 
governance approach by policymakers and managers.  New approaches such 
as multiple-stakeholder decision-making, adaptive management, and direct 
public participation in policymaking are needed.  Such an approach has been 
attempted in Canada in the last decade, through the Canadian Model Forest 
Program, and may be suitable for Tasmania. 
This paper seeks to describe what the Canadian Model Forest approach is, how 
it may be implemented in Tasmania, and what role it may play in the shift to a 
new forestry paradigm.  Until such a paradigm shift occurs contentions and 
confrontations are likely to continue. 
Forestry in Tasmania 
Forestry in Tasmania stretches back more than 180 years (Bowes, 2002; Forestry 
Commission of Tasmania, 1976; Perkins, 1999; Brown, 1999), and has undergone a 
number of trials and tribulations since its convict beginnings, with at least twelve 
formal inquiries into forestry in Tasmania between 1945 and 1988 including a royal 
commission in 1946 and Commission of Inquiry in 1988 (Department of the Arts 
Sport the Environment Tourism and Territories, 1988). 
Forestry in Tasmanian was first regulated under the Forestry Act 1920 and today the 
industry operates largely under the Forest Practices Act 1985, which requires Forest 
Practices Plans for all forest operations.  These plans must be certified as compatible 
with the Forest Practices Code, a code of practice developed and enforced by the 
Forest Practices Board.  Forest Practices Plans for State Forests are produced by 
Forestry Tasmania, the state-owned corporation operating with a self-funding model 
and formerly known as the Forestry Commission of Tasmania.  It is responsible for 
the management of all public forests in State Forests.  Private forestry in Tasmania 
operates under the Forest Practices Act 1985 and the Private Forests Act 1994, and 
involves either private contractors operating in State Forests managed by Forestry 
Tasmania or on Private Timber Reserves established under the section 11 of the 
Forest Practices Act.  The Forest Practices Board empowers inspectors to assess 
the adherence to the Forest Practices Code of Forestry Tasmania and forestry 
contractors on public land and private forestry corporations on Private Timber 
Reserves.  By far the largest forestry corporation is Gunns Ltd, responsible for 95% 
of Tasmania’s woodchip exports (and Australia’s biggest woodchipper of native 
forests) and controlling 70% of the sawlog industry.  It is the largest customer of 
Forestry Tasmania, sourcing the vast majority of its timber for woodchipping from 
State Forests (Dodd, 2003b).  Gunns is also a major investor in plantations with 
some 60,000 hectares currently under management.  Most of that plantation 
establishment has been “funded through tax-effective investment schemes” (Dodd, 
2003a; Darby, 2001). 
In many areas the standard logging practice is to clear-fell native forest coupes (of up 
to one square kilometre in size), bulldoze all remaining timber into windrows 
(volumes are not authoritatively known due to data being withheld as ‘commercial-in  
confidence’), burn the coupe (usually in March, at the height of the tourist season), 
and then aerially reseed the site with selected plantation seed stock (some Forestry 
Tasmania literature suggests that only locally native seed is used, while other 
sources state that hybrid or non-native species are used).  Consequent 
establishment of eucalypt plantations by aerial seeding is made more controversial 
by the widespread practice of baiting marsupials using 1080 poison to reduce 
browsing of seedlings (Adams, 2002; Gray, 2002; Johnston, 2002; Macken and 
Chenoweth, 2002; Hickey et al., 2001; Forestry Tasmania). 
Under the Forest Practices Act, areas to be logged under a Forest Practices Plan are 
not subject to a number of regulations for the protection of the environment, including 
the Threatened Species Act and Environment Management and Pollution Control 
Act, as long as the Plan makes some provision for threatened species and 
environment protection, even though those statutes may require a greater level of 
environment protection than is afforded by the forest management plan. The 
establishment of areas as Private Timber Reserves also allows a raft of 
environmental legislation to be overridden (Browne, 2002).   
Each year Forestry Tasmania has approximately one thousand Forest Practices 
Plans certified by the Forest Practices Board.  In the past, infringement notices have 
been issued to Forestry Tasmania and contractors for less than 5% of those plans 
(Johnston, 2002).  It has, however, become increasingly apparent that breaches of 
the code are not being reported or not being prosecuted and claims have been made 
that the Forest Practices Board is not independent (Altmann, 2003b; Anderson, 2003; 
Dodd, 2003b; Hayward, 2003; Paine, 2003c; Paine, 2003a; Skulley, 2003; Whinnett, 
2003),. The community is taking exception to many issues with Tasmanian forestry, 
“the way that the system of self-regulation of forestry practices is…’no 
regulation’...Claims that protected wildlife species are dying from 1080 poisoning, 
forest waste is being pushed into watercourses, that protected species are being 
logged, that forestry practice code violations are going uncorrected and even 
uninvestigated” (Crawford, 2003; see also Howard, 2000). 
National Forest Policy Statement  
In 1992 all states and territories signed Australia’s National Forest Policy Statement 
(except for Tasmania, which signed in 1995) with the aim of articulating a shared 
vision of ecologically sustainable management of Australia's forests and establishing 
a set of common goals.   
The National Forest Policy makes three important provisions:  
- conservation of forest areas in reserve systems that are Comprehensive, Adequate 
and Representative, based upon a Comprehensive Regional Assessment; 
-  the establishment or revision of forestry Codes of Practice for Ecologically 
Sustainable Codes of Practice, and 
 - the forging of agreements between the Commonwealth and States to provide either 
specific legislation or an intergovernmental project agreement that guarantees the 
long-term supply of wood resources to a specific project, to ensure secure 
investment in the forestry industry (National Forest Policy Statement, 1992). 
The response of the state and federal governments to these provisions in particular 
was the establishment of a process to accommodate all three. 
In 1997 the Tasmanian and Commonwealth governments signed Australia’s first 
Regional Forest Agreement (Tasmanian Government and Commonwealth 
Government, 1997), that was to last for 20 years, with a review of progress towards 
goals of the RFA to be undertaken every five years (Tasmanian Government and 
Commonwealth Government, 2001; Resource Planning and Development 
Commission, 2002a; Tasmanian Government and Commonwealth Government, 
2002a; Tasmanian Government and Commonwealth Government, 2002b).  This first 
review has been completed, and after the release of draft recommendations 
(Resource Planning and Development Commission, 2002b), a final report and set of 
recommendations from the inquiry was published last December (Resource Planning 
and Development Commission, 2002c). 
Yet despite the great progress that has been made with the RFA, the underlying 
conflicts that have existed in Tasmania have still not been resolved.  Forest 
blockades are still occurring (Paine, 2003d; Paine and Waterhouse, 2003), even 
though all such activity is strictly illegal, and protests have become an all-too 
common scene on the streets of Hobart and Launceston (Lovibond, 2003; Wood, 
2002; Rose, 2003).  Using the Internet search engine Google (www.google.com) with 
the search terms ‘Tasmania’, ‘Protest’ and ‘Forest’ will yield nearly 3000 URLs (see 
also Anderson, 2003; Bester, 2003; Darby, 2002; Darby, 2003; Edwards, 2003; Gay, 
2003; Martain, 2003; Mooney, 2003; Paine, 2003e; Russell-Atkinson, 2003; Walters, 
2003; Winters, 2003) 
Rhetoric of Sustainable Forest Management 
Many of the root causes of these conflicts can be derived from the disparity between 
current forest practices in Tasmania and community expectations of what forestry in 
Australia should be like, as envisioned in the National Forest Policy Statement 
(1992)—endorsed by the Tasmanian government and omnipresent in government 
and agency rhetoric . There are eight important characteristics of this vision, 
addressed below. In Tasmania these characteristics have not been realised. 
Characteristic 1:  
“The unique character of the Australian forested landscape and the integrity and 
biological diversity of its associated environment is retained” 
Many Tasmanians see the clearfelling, bulldozing and firebombing of mature 
complex forests, and subsequent poisoning of native animals that formerly lived 
there, as an anathema to the retention of Tasmania’s forested landscape 
(Rheinberger, 2002; Knowler, 2002).  The industrial forestry being carried out in 
Tasmania may be identified as a possible source of ecosystem decline (Hodge, 
2003; Knowler, 2002; Hayward, 2003), a “consequence of the over-extension of the 
principle of specialization from the factory setting to nature” (Gale, 2000) 
Characteristic 2: 
“The total area of forest is increased” 
While the total land area in Tasmania classed as “forest” has increased marginally 
(0.3 %, 10,700ha) between 1997 and 2002, during the same period there has been 
conversion of four times that area of mature, complex native forests to plantations 
(1.2 %, 38,100 ha, including 25,000 ha of Wet Eucalypt forest, some areas with trees 
over 300 years old), devoid of their previous forest values (Tasmanian Government 
and Commonwealth Government, 2002b), and now consisting of a monoculture of 
seedlings and saplings less than five years old. 
Characteristic 3: 
“There is a ‘holistic’ approach to managing forests for all their values and uses 
so as to optimise benefits to the community” 
Some user groups, in particular beekeepers, wooden boat builders and tourism 
operators have been adversely affected by the lack of a holistic approach to forest 
management, with current management practices compromising all other values 
(Altmann, 2003a; Bevilacqua, 2002; Young, 2002; Paine, 2003b; Pos, 2003). 
Characteristic 4: 
“Private forests are managed in an ecologically sustainable manner and in close 
cooperation with public forest managers, to complement the conservation and 
commercial objectives of public forests” 
Private Forests Tasmania (PFT) is a Tasmanian government authority established 
under the Private Forests Act 1994 to promote the development of private forestry in 
Tasmania.  PFT has the role to “promote, foster and assist the private forest sector to 
sustainably manage native forests and encourage the expansion of plantations” 
(Private Forests Tasmania, 2003).  There are thus certainly institutional 
arrangements in place consistent with the Vision, and the authors are aware that PFT 
are quite proactive in promoting sustainable forest practices.  With 29 per cent of 
Tasmania’s forested area under private ownership (Private Forests Tasmania, 2003), 
there is an obvious potential to realise sustainable management on private lands that 
complements the conservation and commercial objectives of public forests.  Despite 
this potential, informal investigations suggest a lack of empirical evidence that such 
complementary, landscape-scale management is occurring.  In particular, the spread 
of private plantation forestry funded by tax-incentive schemes has cut a swathe 
through rural communities, such as Preolenna in Tasmania’s north-west, and across 
the state more than 400 farms were converted to plantations between 1998 and 2001 
(Darby, 2001). 
Characteristic 5: 
 “A range of sustainable forest-based industries, founded on excellence and 
innovation, will be expanding to contribute further to regional and national 
economic and employment growth” 
The number of forest-based industries is limited and further decreasing as forest 
values are diminished by clearfelling and the conversion to plantations.  Green 
(2000) describes this problem for British Columbia, Canada, where “liquidation” of 
forests has seen a steady decline in forest industries.(see also Green, 2002b; Green, 
2003). 
Added to this is the apparent loss of opportunity for “value-adding” through “down-
stream timber processing”, since all woodchips produced in Tasmania are exported, 
and even whole logs are exported.  The Forest Practices Act 1985 defines a "timber 
processor" as “a person who processes or harvests timber for the purpose of 
producing logs for export”. (see also Crawford, 2003) 
Characteristic 6: 
“Forests and their resources are used in an efficient, environmentally sensitive 
and sustainable manner” 
Again, many Tasmanians feel that their forest resources are not being used 
efficiently or sustainably.  For example, of the wood production from the mature 
native forests of the Huon Management Area in 2001 and 2002, 79% and 75%, 
respectively, was woodchips (Forestry Tasmania, 2002); a report by Green (2002a) 
describes huge volumes of wasted timber; and a recent economic analysis of 
clearfelling in Tasmania states that “Profit margins have fallen as volumes cleared 
rise” (Green, 2003). 
Characteristic 7: 
“Forest management is effective and responsive to the community” 
Tasmania’s community feels that they are not being listened to, and that their 
concerns are not being adequately addressed.  This has been demonstrated most 
recently by the contempt paid to the Tasmania Together benchmarks for an end to 
clearfell logging in high conservation value old growth forests (Johnston, 2003; 
Tasmania Together Progress Board, 2002; Paine, 2003e). 
Characteristic 8: 
“The Australian community will have a sound understanding of the values of 
forests and sustainable forest management, and will participate in decision-
making processes relating to forest use and management”  
It seems that many members of the Tasmanian community do have a sound 
understanding of the values of forests, but those values are incongruous with the 
views of forest managers, and are for the most part excluded from decision-making 
processes. 
The problem of how Tasmania’s forests should be managed, and who is best left to 
do that, is summarised by Baskerville (Baskerville, 1995), who says:  
The public does not trust industry with long-term tenure in Crown forests. 
Industry is not motivated to manage the resource unless it sees some 
opportunity to capture a competitive advantage. Management by Crown 
agencies has proven too susceptible to local pressure and to political 
(public) whim to be a realistic alternative for the long term. Breaking this 
three-way impasse is essential to progress in renewable resource 
management. 
A new approach is needed in Tasmania’s forests, one that better realises the Vision 
of the National Forest Policy Statement, and that will bring all the parties and their 
apparently conflicting viewpoints together where they can be openly and frankly 
resolved, and either consensus or compromise reached. 
Canadian Model Forest Program 
During the 1970’s, 80‘s and early 90’s the Canadian government was faced with 
similar problems of resource allocation, transparency and public participation in 
decision making as Australia.  Through Natural Resources Canada they implemented 
a series of forestry programs in February 1991 called the Partners for Sustainable 
Development in Forestry Program, with an initial allocation of $100 million over five 
years.  This included $54 million towards the Model Forest Program, with continued 
funding of the program requiring ongoing five-yearly reviews of the progress of the 
overall program towards its objectives.  Specific objectives for this program included 
accelerated implementation of sustainable development in the practice of forestry, in 
particular the concept of integrated resource management, the application of new 
and innovative approaches, procedures, techniques and concepts in the 
management of forests, and the testing and demonstration of best sustainable 
forestry practices utilizing the most advanced technology and forestry practices 
available (Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Limited, 1996). 
Eleven Model Forests were established across a wide variety of forest ecosystems in 
the major forest regions in nine provinces of Canada, and cover a total land area of 
9,500,000 hectares (Natural Resources Canada—Audit and Evaluation Branch, 
2002a) out of a total forest area 417 million hectares, of which approximately 234.5 
million hectares is commercial forest (Natural Resources Canada, 2002b). 
.Their names are: Eastern Ontario Model Forest, Foothills Model Forest, Fundy 
Model Forest, Lake Abitibi Model Forest, Lower St. Lawrence Model Forest, 
Manitoba Model Forest, McGregor Model Forest, Prince Albert Model Forest, 
Waswanipi Model Forest, and Western Newfoundland Model Forest (see 
http://www.modelforest.net/e/home_/canadase.html for links to the home page of 
each forest.) as well as the Long Beach Model Forest (http://www.lbmf.bc.ca).  
Each model forest was established under different environmental and socio-
economic conditions, with different problems to be addressed.   
This was done deliberately so as to learn as much as possible from the program, and 
so that each model forest could become an example for the management of other 
forested lands in their bioregion or province. 
Natural Resources Canada (2002a) summarises the key elements of the Model 
Forest program as “Local, regional and national partnerships and an innovative 
management approach...Each Model Forest is managed by local individuals and 
organizations who work together to ensure that their forest remains a healthy and 
dynamic part of the community”  
While the central success of Model Forests lies in the forging of partnerships 
between diverse stakeholder groups, two closely allied features are adaptive 
management and public participation.  Jiggins and Röling (2002) state ”Adaptive 
management is of particular relevance in forestry to aid forest managers to 
accommodate multiple interests”.  The cornerstone of good environmental decision-
making is public participation (Browne, 2002). 
Adaptive management is particularly important in the absence of hard and fast 
information on the impacts of any particular decision.  There must be ongoing 
monitoring of all impacts of any decision (remembering that staying with status quo is 
a decision), and an interactive learning environment to incorporate new information. 
Adaptive management, involving continuing research and long-term monitoring so 
that adverse impacts can be detected and redressed, incorporates the precautionary 
principle (which State Governments in Australia are required to adopt as part of the 
National Forest Policy Statement (1992)), and continued monitoring and assessment 
means that as areas are found to have important biological, cultural, archaeological, 
geological, recreational and landscape values, they will need to be managed during 
operations, or set aside and protected from harvesting to safeguard those values. 
Sutherland and Watkinson (2001) add public participation to this when they say that 
“the way that we handle ecological uncertainty will be judged by stakeholders on 
several criteria, including trust, transparency, inclusiveness of negotiation and 
communication that embraces civic science within traditional scientific procedures” 
(see also Chikumbo et al., 2001). 
Model forests have implemented adaptive management and public participation 
through the process of identifying and measuring criteria and indicators for 
ecological, social and economic factors.  Criteria are definitions of what is important 
about a forest and what values stakeholders want to maintain, while indicators are 
measurable conditions that are used to assess how well forest management 
practices are meeting criteria for sustainability (Long Beach Model Forest Society, 
2002c).  Some of these criteria and indicators are derived from over-arching 
international agreements such as the Montreal Process, but for the most part they 
are synthesised locally, and would not be applicable or measurable at a national 
scale.  Some Model Forests have developed quite extensive criteria and indicator 
sets (see Beckley et al., 2002b; Beckley et al., 2002a; Beckley and Burkosky, 1999), 
some of which can be accessed by all stakeholders, as well as the general public, via 
web-enabled databases such as SIMFOR, Socio-Economic Indicators for the Model 
Forest Network (see http://fms.nofc.cfs.nrcan.gc.ca:8080/simfor/main.htm).   One of 
the objectives of such a system is the possible adoption of such indicators beyond 
the confines of a particular model forest. 
One of the central requirements for the ongoing success of each Model Forest is the 
formation of partnerships that involve stakeholders representing a range of forest 
values in projects that facilitate sustainable forest management.  Through 
partnerships a range of societal values and social, environmental, economic, and 
cultural interests can be integrated into forestry practices. An important function of 
the Model Forest Program is to provide a forum for potential conflict between key 
interest groups to be channelled into frank discussion on goals of forest management 
and into the process of consensus building. (Long Beach Model Forest Society, 
2002b). 
Limitations of and difficulties with the approach 
The building of partnerships is not an easy task, particularly where there is a history 
of confrontation and intransigence.  Traditionally, land allocation, where distinct areas 
of forest are allocated for specified activities only (Lindenmayer and Franklin, 2002; 
see also Bartlett, 1999; James and Norton, 2002) has been used as means of 
resolving conflicts, particularly because it allows politicians and bureaucrats to move 
forestry off the political agenda (Lindenmayer and Franklin, 2002).  Allocation of 
forests to ‘conservation’ and ‘production’ has also been preferred over integration of 
management for multiple-uses because integrated approaches are challenging to all 
stakeholders. But to this Lindenmayer and Franklin add that there is “no real 
alternative to public involvement and collaboration among all stakeholder groups in 
the development and implementation of policies”. 
Some authors have been reticent about endorsing the adoption of new approaches 
to natural resource management, either because of a lack of knowledge about the 
effects of such a change, or because the amount of effort, training and understanding 
of underlying issues needed to get a new system working has not been accounted 
for. 
Bissix and Rees (2001) state “…relatively little is known about the long-term 
influences of economic, political, environmental and organizational change on both 
the capacity to implement ecological management systems and their ability to deliver 
sustainable ecosystem benefits.” They suggest that “inertia within the multi agency 
political economy” and “market distortions” will prevent the successful implementation 
of ecosystem management over the longer term.  At least one case exists in 
Australia where multi-agency management has been undertaken (National Parks and 
Wildlife Service—NSW, 1983), and to date the Canadian Model Forest Program has 
been deemed successful, with the Canadian government agreeing to continue the 
funding of the program for a third phase (Natural Resources Canada, 2002a).  Of the 
eleven Model Forests in Canada, the Long Beach Model Forest has been the slowest 
to meet the objectives for which it was formed, attributed in part to the particularly 
difficult initial positions of the participants before its creation.  One review even 
suggested not renewing the funding to LBMF because of the slow progress with 
respect to the other model forests towards objectives (Natural Resources Canada—
Audit and Evaluation Branch, 2002b), citing that “The Long Beach Model Forest 
programs have concentrated on the ecological and social spheres of sustainable 
forest management, and only more recently has expanded into areas that would be 
of more immediate interest to the [economic] bottom-line oriented forest industry 
participants.”   
Model Forests are meant to operate within a cooperative multi-stakeholder 
partnership setting, bringing traditional adversaries to the same table to build 
consensus on programs, policies, and approaches to achieving sustainable forest 
management.  Sustainable forest management can be defined as a balance among 
conditions that are simultaneously economically feasible, ecologically viable and 
socially acceptable (Natural Resources Canada—Audit and Evaluation Branch, 
2002a).  
Sinclair and Smith (1999) offer a critique of this approach, and in particular "Guiding 
Principles" for building consensus, namely, being purpose driven; inclusive, not 
exclusive; having voluntary participation; allowing self-design; flexibility; equal 
opportunity; respect for diverse interests; accountability; time limits, and 
implementation, principles they regard as essentially sound. However, they suggest 
that more effort needs to be devoted to empowering stakeholders and model forest 
managers to use the guiding principles of consensus building, and in particular 
managers and facilitators need to be armed with skills in consensus building.  This 
appears to be particularly relevant for the LBMF, because of the highly polarized and 
entrenched positions that the participants had to overcome before real progress 
towards their objectives could be made(p 295). 
Long Beach Model Forest 
Long Beach Model Forest (LBMF) has much in common with the Tasmanian 
experience, in terms of environment, social and cultural conditions, and economic 
situation.  In 1993, the Provincial Government of British Columbia released a Land 
Use Decision for Clayoquot Sound that designated areas for protection, areas 
available for logging, and special management zones (similar to the Regional Forest 
Agreement in Tasmania).  Various groups and individuals met this decision with 
dissatisfaction, with some feeling that the decision did not protect enough temperate 
rainforest, while others felt that it protected too much.  Local aboriginal people felt 
excluded and opposed the Land Use Decision entirely. In the summer of 1993 
numerous protests occurred in Clayoquot Sound and the surrounding area and more 
than 800 people were arrested for participating in logging blockades (again similar to 
current activities in Tasmania, which include a rally of 3000 people in the Styx Valley 
in July 2003 (Martain, 2003)).  These protests were the largest civil disobedience 
case in Canadian history, and led to the recognition of the diverse values in 
Clayoquot Sound, including forestry, recreation, fisheries, tourism, wildlife and 
aboriginal values.  Since this watershed, new initiatives, institutions, and models of 
management have been developed to explore sustainable forest management in 
Clayoquot Sound, and in 1994 the Long Beach Model Forest (LBMF) was 
established.  It encompasses a 400,000-hectare area extending along the central 
west coast of Vancouver Island, including Clayoquot Sound and the north side of 
Barkley Sound. The Vision of the Long Beach Model Forest is “an area in which 
sustainable forest management is practiced in such a way as to maintain all of the 
values inherent in a healthy forest while safeguarding the well-being of communities, 
including traditional, non-industrial and industrial users” (Long Beach Model Forest 
Society, 2002a). 
Despite agreeing on this common vision, the individual interest groups within the 
model forest board appeared to operate at cross-purposes. The Board had a difficult 
time establishing a relationship with the General Manager and often intervened in the 
General Manager's decisions, and a turnover of general managers contributed to this 
situation.(Natural Resources Canada— Audit and Evaluation Branch, 2002b) 
 LBMF was the slowest of all the model forests to become established (Gardner 
Pinfold Consulting Economists Limited, 1996).  This is due in part to its particularly 
controversial history and the entrenched positions of forestry antagonists and 
protagonists, and the reflection of this struggle in the continued intransigence of 
members of the management board.  The Long Beach Model Forest was seen as 
having the greatest potential to test the social side of sustainable forest 
management. This Model Forest was required to address personal values, emotions 
and beliefs in its attempt to forge partnerships and develop a program, because of 
the divisive issues, history of conflict and polarized positions of the various interests 
involved. As one person put it, "If sustainable forest management can be made to 
work in Clayoquot Sound, it can work anywhere". (Natural Resources Canada— Audit 
and Evaluation Branch, 2002b).  Unfortunately, Natural Resources Canada decided 
not to renew funding when the previous agreement expired on 31 March 2002.  All 
other model forests were funded for a third five-year period.  Although some very 
successful activities were carried out, “A poor evaluation, lack of overall progress 
towards the achievement of its objectives, and LBMF's inability to fulfill its 
commitments…all contributed to the decision not to renew the LBMF”.(Bonnell, 
2003).   
Success of each Model Forest requires that personal agendas be set aside to 
facilitate the achievement of a common purpose, something that cannot be imposed 
and “which has not happened in the case of the Long Beach Model Forest” (Natural 
Resources Canada— Audit and Evaluation Branch, 2002b). Any approach to 
management similar to that of the Canadian Model Forests, that is, multi-stakeholder 
decision-making arrangements, must begin with the systematic and deliberate 
breaking down of barriers, development of new skills in areas such as consensus 
decision making, and the building up of trust between previously uncommunicative 
and hostile stakeholders.  The opportunity exists for collaboration to arise out of 
conflict, but as cautioned above by the example of the Long Beach Model Forest, 
great care and adequate resources need to be applied to moving stakeholders from 
their current positions as combatants to new positions as collaborators.  It is 
important to remember that “institutional and cultural barriers often impede using 
collaboration to resolve conflicts.  In part this is because collaboration requires 
fundamental shifts in our thinking about how to organise ourselves to share power" 
(Gray, 1989 p 225; see also Barns, 2003). 
Alternative Forest Management Approaches 
Natural Resources Canada— Audit and Evaluation Branch (2002a) suggest that there 
are several measures of the effectiveness of the Model Forest concept, including 
replication of the Model Forest concept by others, and in several Canadian provinces 
stewardship programs analogous to the concept have been developed; community 
forestry, similar to Model Forests, is being applied in many locations in North America 
and Europe, and the International Model Forest Program, of which the CMFP is an 
important supporting partner, shows that the concept is portable internationally.   
There are of course other forest governance arrangements around the world that 
facilitate multiple-stakeholder decision-making, adaptive management, and direct 
public participation.  Petheram, Stephen and Gilmour (2002) have compiled a review 
of such alternative systems, including Joint-forest management in India, Community 
Forestry in Nepal, and Crofter forestry in Scotland, among others, and each system, 
while falling within the broad scope of what they describe as “collaborative forest 
management”, has its own idiosyncrasies and foci. The authors plan to more 
thoroughly explore these alternatives, and the applicability of their approaches to 
Tasmanian and Australian situations, in a future publication. 
Conclusion 
This article outlines some of the issues in the management of the forest estates of 
Tasmania, which is characterised by much conflict, and in general, seems to be out-
of-sync with the thrust of Australia’s National Forest Policy Statement.  Last 
December Duncan Mills (2002) wrote this as part of a letter to the editor of The 
Mercury (A Tasmanian newspaper): “Numerous independent analysts have 
attempted in recent years to diagnose Tasmania's economic malaise…But as Albert 
Einstein said, to solve the problems created by one paradigm, or view of the world, 
one has to call on another.  The view of the world from Tasmania's institutions has 
been shaped by the culture they evolved from and Tasmania's own history of 
administrative control and resource exploitation”  
A change in paradigm is needed with respect to management of Tasmania’s Forests. 
An innovative approach to policy and management that incorporates decision making 
by multiple stakeholders, adaptive management and direct public participation, such 
as that already initiated in Canada’s Model Forests, and cognisant of the 
impediments to collaborative management, may prove to be what is needed. 
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